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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework is to describe how the new NAEP
Writing Assessment is designed to measure students’ writing at grades 4, 8, and 12. As
the ongoing national indicator of the academic achievement of students in the United
States, NAEP regularly collects information on representative samples of students in
those three grades.

The use of written language has become a critical component of the daily lives of
millions of Americans. This is in part because, as technology continues to alter societies
and cultures, it has fostered and supported an unprecedented expansion of human
communication. In 2005, 172,000 new books were published in the United States alone.
One hundred million websites existed worldwide. One hundred and seventy-one billion
e-mail messages were sent daily. To write in this world is to engage in a millennia-old act
that is reinventing and regenerating itself in the modern age.

The impact of communications technologies has changed the way people write and the
kinds of writing they do. Writing in the 21% century is defined by its frequency and
efficiency, and modern writers must express ideas in ways that enable them to
communicate effectively to many audiences. It is clear that the ability to use written
language to communicate with others—and the corresponding need for effective writing
instruction and assessment—is more relevant than ever.

Given expanding contexts for writing in the 21* century, the 2011 NAEP Writing
Framework is designed to support the assessment of writing as a purposeful act of
thinking and expression used to accomplish many different goals. Although NAEP
cannot assess all contexts for student writing, the results of the 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment will offer new opportunities to understand students’ ability to make effective
choices in relation to a specified purpose and audience for their writing in an “on-
demand” writing situation. In addition, the assessment results will provide important
information about the role and impact of new technologies on writing in K-12 education
and the extent to which students at grade 12 are prepared to meet postsecondary
expectations.

The 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment reflects writing situations common to both
academic and workplace settings, in which writers are often expected to respond to on-
demand writing tasks. The 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will assess ability to respond
to a 30-minute writing task. Students at all three grades, including students with
disabilities and English language learners, will complete two on-demand writing tasks.

Development of this framework involved extensive research, outreach, and in-person
meetings over the course of 18 months. More than 500 individuals from across the nation
participated in the process. This framework reflects the results of extensive and thorough
research on writing assessment (appendix F). Many resources were consulted, including
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states’ writing standards and assessments, policy statements on writing assessment, and
numerous journal articles. In addition, the framework reflects the perspectives of a
diverse array of individuals and groups who collaborated on this project. These
contributors included elementary, middle, secondary, and postsecondary educators;
coordinators of writing instruction and assessment; experts in communication
technologies; policymakers at the local, state, and national levels; representatives of the
military; and business professionals. Members of many key professional organizations
(appendix G) reviewed elements of the framework at various stages of development and
provided their guidance. State testing and curriculum experts were consulted via in-
person and computer conference sessions held throughout the framework project. This
18-month effort has resulted in a rigorous and innovative new framework for the 2011
NAEP Writing Assessment.

KEY FEATURES OF THE FRAMEWORK

COMMUNICATIVE PURPOSES AND RHETORICAL FLEXIBILITY

On the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment, students will have the flexibility to make
rhetorical choices that help shape the development and organization of ideas and the
language of their responses. Using age- and grade-appropriate writing tasks, the
assessment will evaluate writers’ ability to achieve three purposes common to writing in
school and in the workplace: to persuade; to explain; and to convey experience, real or
imagined. Because understanding the nature of one’s audience is fundamental to
successful communication, writing tasks will specify or clearly imply an audience, and
writers will be asked to use approaches that effectively address that audience.

Given the topic, purpose, and audience for the writing task, writers will be expected to
draw upon a variety of approaches to thinking and writing in order to develop and
organize their ideas and to craft language in ways that help them achieve their purpose
for writing. At grades 8 and 12, students may be asked to choose the form or text type
they wish to use in responding to the writing task—such as an editorial, a letter, an essay,
etc.—that they believe best helps them achieve their purpose for writing. Writers’ work at
all three grade levels will be evaluated using a holistic scoring guide that will support the
assessment of how well all elements of a piece of writing work together.

COMPUTER-BASED WRITING

The design of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment reflects the way today’s students
compose—and are expected to compose—particularly as they move into various
postsecondary settings. The assessment is designed to measure the ability of students at
grades 8 and 12 to write using word processing software with commonly available tools.
Students will complete writing tasks by using their knowledge of effective uses of
language in order to make use of common tools for editing, formatting, and text analysis.
The framework encourages a computer-based assessment at grade 4 by 20109.
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PROFILE OF STUDENT WRITING

The 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment may introduce a new component to reporting that
will provide a more detailed survey of writing achievement at grades 4, 8, and 12. This
Profile of Student Writing will provide a deeper analysis of more specific dimensions of
students’ responses, particularly with regard to how writers have approached the develop-
ment and organization of ideas and to how they have used language in relationship to
each communicative purpose being assessed.

PLANS FOR 2011, 2013, AND FUTURE ASSESSMENTS

In May 2010, the National Assessment Governing Board made several changes to the
NAEP Schedule of Assessments, including a delay of the grade 4 NAEP Writing
Assessment to 2013. The plan is to conduct a computer-based assessment at grade 4,
which will enable NAEP to collect baseline data on fourth graders’ computer-based
writing skills. This change is also consistent with the Board’s goal to move all NAEP
assessments to a computer-based platform in the future. In both the 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment at grades 8 and 12 and the 2013 NAEP Writing Assessment at grade 4,
NAEP will report achievement results for a nationally representative sample of students.
As computers become more prevalent in schools, reporting state-level results and results
for districts in the NAEP Trial Urban District Assessment may also become feasible.

As in the past, the depth and extent of the information available from the results of the
assessment will provide important data on writing achievement in 2011 and beyond. The
assessment results reported by NAEP will provide the public, policymakers, and
educators with important new information about the achievement of student writers and
the nature of their performance in different communicative situations. There are,
however, limitations to the range and scope of skills that NAEP can assess because, like
most standardized assessments, NAEP is an “on-demand” assessment with limited time
and resources. Therefore, the assessment results in 2011 and beyond should not be
interpreted as a complete representation of student writing performance.

Results of the assessment will also be reported in The Nation’s Report Card by means of
scale scores and achievement levels, which present the percentage of students who
perform at the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced levels. Demographic and subject-specific
data gathered from students, teachers, and schools will also be available. While student
performance trends in writing were reported from 1998 to 2007, the resulting information
from the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will be used to establish a new trend line that
should continue for at least ten years.
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CHAPTER ONE

OVERVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to present an overview of the 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment.

INTRODUCTION

The ability to write well is essential to the economic success of the nation. Americans in
the 21% century need to be able to communicate in a variety of forms and mediums,
create texts under the constraints of time, and play a productive role in an economy that
increasingly values knowledge and information. The pace of written communication in
today’s environment—the velocity of writing—reflects the transition to an information-
based economy built on speed, efficiency, and complexity.

Writing is essential to productivity and to personal and social advancement. Corporations
in almost all industries and services report that a significant majority of salaried
employees—80 percent or more—have some responsibility for writing in their
professions, a substantial growth from previous decades (Berman, 2001). It is no wonder,
then, that communicating effectively is considered the most desirable skill among new
hires by major corporations, and that good writing is essential to mid-career professionals
for both day-to-day operations and long-term career advancement (National Association
of Colleges & Employers, 2005; Light, 2001).

Developments in the theory and practice of composition underscore these changes and
provide the basis for the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework. Researchers, conscious of how
social influences shape the composing process, define writing as an action shaped by its
intended goal and by the expectations of a reader (Miller, 1984). Writing, then, can be
understood to be a negotiation between the demands of a writing situation—its
objectives, its audience, etc.—and what one decides to act upon in order to complete the
writing task and satisfy the demands of those reading it. Clarity of expression and
effective presentation of ideas depend on a writer’s ability to focus and organize
information and to correctly employ conventions of language.

In K-12 education, good writing instruction empowers students to acquire new
knowledge and to develop critical thinking skills. This is true of writing in all subject
areas, not just English language arts. Writing and reasoning effectively are increasingly
embedded in the learning of every subject discipline (Squire, 1988). Moreover, writing is
not merely a school-based practice but a lifelong skill used to accomplish specific goals
and convey particular messages within community and workplace settings.

The use of computers—in the workplace, in schools, and in the home—has also reshaped
the nature of writing and the importance of effective communication. Government studies
have shown that as many as 96 percent of K-12 students use computers to some degree

NAEP 2011 WRITING FRAMEWORK
1



for academic or personal purposes (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2002; DeBell &
Chapman, 2006). Similarly, a Bureau of Labor Statistics (2005) survey reports that more
than 90 percent of college graduates use computers at work. The increasing frequency of
computer-based writing outside of school or the workplace (e.g., e-mails, instant
messaging, blogs) will undoubtedly expand the variety of writing situations in the future
to include many new purposes and audiences. Future trends in writing instruction must
take into account how computers affect both the writing process and the types of text
produced.

The computerization of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment takes into consideration the
prevalence of computer technology in schools and the workplace, the projected future
growth of large-scale computer-based tests, and the increasing role computers play in the
economic and educational activities of the nation. Initial research on the effects of
computer-based writing in the K-12 curriculum is promising. Several studies suggest that
using word processing applications can lead to more collaboration with other writers,
support the production of longer compositions, and encourage the use of researched
arguments that require inquiry and investigation (Baker & Kinzer, 1998; Goldberg,
Russell & Cook, 2003; Graham & Perin, 2007; Grejda & Hannafin, 1992, Lunsford &
Lunsford, 2007).

KEY GOALS FOR THE 2011 NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT

Though the number of large-scale direct writing assessments has increased since the 1998
NAEP Writing Framework was developed—particularly with the incorporation of a
writing component into the ACT and SAT college admissions tests—NAEP continues to
provide the only nationally representative data on writing achievement. As a survey of
student achievement, NAEP items are designed to measure what students know and are
able to do in relation to the instruction they have received and in relation to expectations
for postsecondary preparedness. To that end, the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework has the
following goals:

To encourage student writers to move beyond prescriptive or formulaic approaches in
their writing. In this framework, the decisions writers make about how to develop and
organize ideas and use language are considered an important component of their writing
ability. The most successful writers are those who are able to consistently make effective
decisions in all dimensions of their writing in order to communicate effectively with their
audience. Therefore, writing tasks in this assessment will be designed to support the
evaluation of students’ ability to make a variety of effective choices in how they
approach the development and organization of ideas and in how they craft language to
support their communicative purpose.

To assess students’ writing using word processing software with commonly available
tools. Because the computer plays a significant role in writing production, the technology
used to compose is an important part of the writing process and reflects new conditions
for writing at school and at work. Thus, in 2011, at grades 8 and 12, NAEP will assess
writing with word processing software. At grade 4, students’ keyboarding expertise and
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experience using computers on assessments will be reviewed as part of the planning
process for the NAEP computer-based Writing Assessment for fourth grade students
scheduled in 2013.

To measure students’ ability to respond to a writing task in an on-demand scenario.
While writing tasks in schools or the workplace often involve composing and editing
processes lasting days or weeks, on-demand writing situations occur in both academic
and professional settings where writers must often compose to achieve goals under time
constraints. The 2011 NAEP Writing Framework is designed to provide information
about what students can accomplish in such on-demand writing situations.

WRITING IN THE CONTEXT OF NAEP

Writing is a complex, multifaceted and purposeful act of communication that is
accomplished in a variety of environments, under various constraints of time, and
with a variety of language resources and technological tools.

People communicate to accomplish goals or meet needs. Writing, then, can be thought of
as a relationship or negotiation between the writer and reader to satisfy the aims of both
parties. As a result, the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework focuses on writing for
communicative purposes and on the relationship of the writer to his or her intended
audience. The 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment measures three communicative purposes
common to academic and professional settings:

In a complex society with a plurality of perspectives and opinions, students need to be
capable of expressing their viewpoints clearly and logically to convince others.
Therefore, the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment measures the ability to persuade, in
order to change the reader’s point of view or affect the reader’s action.

The ability to inform others of ideas and concepts is also critical in an information-driven
society. Therefore, another communicative purpose measured by the 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment is the ability to explain, in order to expand the reader’s understanding.

Finally, in an era in which many of the borders that have long separated the world’s
peoples blur, exploring and sharing human experience through writing helps define not
only individual identity but also the universal connections that people share. Therefore,
the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment also measures writers’ ability to convey experience,
real or imagined, in order to communicate individual and imagined experience to
others.

In choosing to evaluate these purposes for writing, developers of the 2011 NAEP Writing
Framework do not intend to discount the importance of other common purposes for
writing. K-12 curricula are rich with writing experiences in all subject areas. Many
writing situations encourage students to write as a means of self-expression and
comprehension, as is the case with writing-to-learn activities when the student composes
as a means of thinking through key ideas on a topic. The importance of written
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communication for personal purposes cannot be overstated: students given adequate
practice in developing their own thoughts and feelings through such writing are better
able to perform well in all forms of writing (Britton, Burgess, Martin, McLeod & Rosen,
1975). While NAEP cannot assess personal writing tasks (e.g., journals) or longer
assignments (e.g., research reports or multimedia projects), it can provide a national
survey of writing for these three communicative purposes in an on-demand writing
situation.

For a glossary of terms used in the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework, see appendix A.

CONTENT OF THE 2011 NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT

Writing tasks for the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will allow students to include
information and ideas from their own reading, observations, and experiences, or to
respond to short reading passages or to visual stimuli such as photographs or simple
visual displays of information. The NAEP Writing Assessment will measure student
ability to write in English. At all three grade levels, age- and grade-appropriate reading
passages and visual stimuli will be incorporated as resources in some writing tasks.

Writing tasks will be as open-ended as is appropriate to allow students to use supporting
ideas that best fit the purpose and audience for the writing task. Tasks will not be subject-
area specific; if they choose, students will be able to respond with ideas from areas
outside of English language arts, such as history and science. The complexity of the tasks
and the level of sophistication expected in the responses will increase at each grade level.

Examples of writing tasks at grades 4, 8, and 12 are provided in chapter two and in
appendix B.

THE ROLE OF PURPOSE

Throughout K-12 and higher education, as well as in the workplace, most required
writing falls under the broad categories of persuasive texts; explanations of events and
phenomena; and narratives and reflective pieces, both real and imagined. Thus, the 2011
NAEP Writing Framework assesses these three communicative purposes: to persuade, to
explain, and to convey experience, real or imagined. Tasks for the 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment will clearly identify the purpose for writing, providing NAEP with an
important context for assessing student writing achievement at grades 4, 8, and 12.

THE ROLE OF AUDIENCE

Writing is a social act—not only do writers always write for a purpose, but they usually
write to communicate ideas to others. Demonstrating an awareness of audience is
considered to be one of the most important writing skills, particularly by college
instructors and business professionals (Harris, 2006).
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In most school and postsecondary writing situations, writers are either assigned an
audience or the audience is clearly implied by the nature of the task. Therefore, tasks on
the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will specify or clearly imply an audience for the
writing. These audiences will be realistic audiences that correspond to the purpose of the
writing task. Audiences specified on the assessment will generally vary for each grade.
At grade 4, audiences may include peers, teachers and school officials, and parents; at
grades 8 and 12, writers may more often be asked to write for less familiar, more
authoritative audiences, such as school or community leaders and government officials.

THE ROLE OF APPROACHES TO THINKING AND WRITING

When given a purpose and audience for writing, writers must decide how to develop and
organize their ideas to achieve the demands of the task. Defined by various composition
theorists as thinking and writing approaches or problem-solving strategies, such
techniques allow writers to develop responses of depth and substance (Claggett, 2005;
National Writing Project and Nagin, 2003; Flower, 1993). Some approaches commonly
used to develop and organize ideas in effective written communication include analyzing,
describing, evaluating, and narrating. By using these and other approaches to thinking
and writing, alone and in combination, writers have considerable flexibility for the
development and organization of a text.

While writing tasks on the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will not specify the use of
particular approaches to thinking and writing, tasks will be designed to encourage
students to draw upon a wide variety of approaches to support the development and
organization of ideas. Responses will be evaluated for the effectiveness of writers’
development and organization of ideas in relation to purpose and audience.

THE ROLE OF FORM IN THE 2011 NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT

The term “form” refers to text features characteristic of a particular kind of writing, such
as a short story or a newspaper editorial. The 2011 NAEP Writing Framework may call
for students at grades 8 and 12 to choose the form they believe is most effective for the
purpose and audience specified in the task.

However, because the impact of asking students to choose a form in an on-demand
writing task is unknown, three kinds of writing tasks will be considered during assess-
ment development at grades 8 and 12: with the specification of form, without the
specification of form, and with suggestions for two or more possible forms. The
information from the assessment development process will help determine which tasks, if
any, require the specification of form on the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment.

However, students at grade 4 will be assigned a specific form in each writing task.

NAEP 2011 WRITING FRAMEWORK
5



SUMMARY OF GUIDELINES FOR WRITING TASKS

The key guidelines for writing tasks are summarized in Exhibit 1.1 and presented as a

graph in chapter two (see Exhibit 2.1).

Exhibit 1.1. Key Guidelines for Writing Tasks

Key Characteristics

Guidelines for Development of Writing Tasks

Topic

Topics will:
[ ]

Address real-world, age-appropriate, and grade-appropriate
issues.

Be familiar and accessible to students, and not controversial
in nature.

Encourage the use of effective approaches to thinking and
writing.

Purpose

Purpose will be:

Clearly stated in the writing task.

Age-appropriate and grade-appropriate.

Consistent with the audience identified in the writing task.
Distributed appropriately at all three grades.

Audience

Audience will be:

Specified or clearly implied by the context of the writing
task.

Age-appropriate and grade-appropriate.

Familiar to students.

Consistent with the purpose identified in the writing task.

Student Engagement with Writing Tasks

Content

Students will:
[ )

Make choices within parameters provided by the writing
task (e.g., “persuade a classmate to read your favorite book”
— writer would choose the book to write about).

Draw upon their experiences and observations.

Occasionally respond to an external stimulus, such as a brief
reading passage or an illustration, photograph, table, chart,
or other visual representation.

Approaches
to Thinking
and Writing

Students will:
[ )

Consider the purpose and audience for their writing task
when determining how to develop and organize ideas and
how to craft language.

Decide for themselves which thinking/writing approaches to
use in developing and organizing ideas.

Form

Students may:
[ ]

Choose the form most suitable to their purpose and audience
at grades 8 and 12 (to be field tested prior to the 2011
assessment). Grade 4 students will be asked to respond by
using a specific form.

NAEP 2011 WRITING FRAMEWORK

6




DESIGN OF THE 2011 NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT

WRITING WITH COMPUTERS

In 2011 and beyond, the NAEP Writing Assessment at grades 8 and 12 will assess
computer-based writing. For the purposes of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment,
“computer-based writing” means that students compose and construct their responses
using word processing software on a computer, with the option to use commonly
available tools.

At grade 4, a computer-based assessment was previously impractical because of time
constraints for computer instruction, the unequal availability of technology in elementary
schools, and elementary school students’ current limited keyboarding proficiency.
However, it is recommended that the assessment at grade 4 become computer-based
during the tenure of the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework. It is expected that, by 2019,
widespread access to computers and increased keyboarding instruction in elementary
schools will provide students with more opportunities to compose on the computer, thus
warranting the delivery of a computer-based assessment at grade 4.

RATIONALE FOR COMPUTER-BASED ASSESSMENT OF WRITING

The movement to a computer-based assessment for the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment
reflects radical changes in the uses of technology for writing since the development of the
1998 NAEP Writing Framework. The number of students ages 12-17 who regularly or
occasionally use computers to complete school work and to access the Internet has
increased from 32 percent in 1995 to a range in 2006 between 87 and 93 percent (Pew
Research Center, 1995; Hitlin & Rainie, 2005; DeBell & Chapman, 2006). During the
tenure of the previous NAEP Writing Framework, the ratio of students-to-computer
decreased from six students for every one computer in 1998 to 3.8 students for every
computer in 2005 (Goldberg, et al., 2003; Technology Counts, 2006). In addition to an
increase in the number of computers available to students, the use of computers to write
has become nearly universal: 97 percent of grade 8 teachers surveyed on the 1998 and
2002 NAEP Writing Assessments indicated that their students used computers to
compose (Solomon, Lutkus, Kaplan, and Skolnick, 2004). These teachers saw the use of
computers during the composing process as positively affecting student writing
achievement, particularly with regard to increases in student motivation and time spent
on revising written drafts (Solomon, et al., 2004).

As computers are increasingly becoming the established mode for completing academic
and professional tasks, computer-based testing is increasingly becoming the established
mode for large-scale assessments. In 2006, half of all states assessed student learning on
computers or were piloting computer-based assessments, and several other states outlined
plans to transition to computer-based tests. By 2011, a majority of states will likely offer
some form of testing via computers (ACT Research Brief, 2006). In 2007, 19 states were
using, piloting, or developing direct writing assessment using computers. Forty-seven
states have separate standards for technology use; the remaining states have embedded
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technology expectations in their subject area standards (ACT Research Brief, 2006;
Russell & O’Connor, 2003).

Concerns about students’ access to computers and equity of access are common among
policymakers and educators. However, progress continues to be made in bridging the
“digital divide.” The 2005 computer-to-student ratio at high-poverty and high-minority
schools was only slightly higher than the national average of 3.8—at 3.9 for high-poverty
schools and 4.1 for high-minority schools (Technology Counts, 2006). Expectations for
student computer proficiency remain consistent across all educational contexts. The Trial
Urban Districts that participated in the 2007 NAEP Writing Assessment all possessed
benchmarks for computer proficiency—some developed their own, others followed state
standards—that call for competence at grades 8 and 12 in producing written texts on
computers and utilizing electronic resources. In several studies, including a 2002 NAEP
pilot study examining computer-based writing assessment, most research has found that
no significant differences exist in performance within subgroups (gender, race, socio-
economic, etc.) when paper and pencil scores were compared to an online assessment
(Horkay, et al., 2006; Russell, Higgins & Hoffman, 2004; Sandene, et al., 2005).

Although there may still be students who will report not using computers for writing in
2011, it is reasonable to expect that the number of students who commonly use
computers to write will substantially increase. Indeed, though the implementation of a
computer-based writing assessment at grades 8 and 12 in 2011 may raise equity issues for
those students who are not comfortable with electronic composition, a paper and pencil
assessment would create similar issues of bias for students who commonly use computers
to write (Russell, et al., 2004). Research has shown that paper and pencil assessments
negatively affect the writing performance of computer-proficient students (Carlson, 2000;
Russell, et al., 2004; Russell, 1999; Sandene, et al., 2005).

ASSESSING COMPUTER-BASED WRITING

The decision to assess computer-based writing at grades 8 and 12 addresses expectations
for what students should know and be able to do at those grade levels. Because the ability
to use word processing software and its tools has become a critical component of the
composing process, the 2011 NAEP Writing Framework supports an assessment environ-
ment for writing more similar to that used by students and adults who write on computers
in postsecondary education, in the workplace, and in their daily lives. The goal of this
assessment, then, is to measure writing achievement using word processing software with
commonly available tools.

In the context of NAEP, “tools” refers to the extensions built into word processing
software that help writers modify or revise their written documents. For the 2011 NAEP
Writing Assessment, the following kinds of tools will be considered: prewriting tools
(e.g., notepad windows, paper); editing tools (e.g., cut, copy, paste); formatting tools
(e.g., line spacing, indenting); spelling tools (e.g., spell check, automatic capitalization);
grammar tools (e.g., grammar check); and reference tools (e.g., dictionary, thesaurus).
The specific tools to be used will be determined at a later time, pending changes in
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technology. Features considered distracting or irrelevant to what is being assessed will
not be available to students, nor will the Internet or other online applications (e.qg.,
databases, encyclopedias, etc.).

Framework developers considered whether to enable any composing and editing tools.
However, eliminating access to common word processing tools on the computer would
create a highly artificial platform for composing, since a writer normally has access to
and uses at least some common tools when composing on a computer. The purpose of
assessing writing produced on the computer comes into question when access to such
common features of word processing software is eliminated.

TIME PER TASK

NAEP ascertains what students know and can do in a limited amount of time with limited
resources (e.g., with limited opportunities for reflection and revision or for feedback from
peers and teachers). The NAEP Writing Assessment assigns students two on-demand
writing tasks. Each task will represent one of the three communicative purposes NAEP
writing assesses—To Persuade; To Explain; or To Convey Experience, Real or Imagined.
The writing assessment will be administered as two 30-minute, computer-based writing
tasks.

DISTRIBUTION OF COMMUNICATIVE PURPOSES

Exhibit 1.2 shows the distribution of communicative purposes on the 2011 NAEP
Writing Assessment. The percentages represent the proportion of tasks for a particular
purpose out of the total number of tasks developed for each grade.

Exhibit 1.2. Percentage Distribution of Communicative Purposes by Grade

Purpose Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
To Persuade 30% 35% 40%
To Explain 35% 35% 40%
To Convey 35% 30% 20%
Experience

There is a progression of emphasis on writing to explain and to persuade, though many
students in all three grades will also write to convey experience, real or imagined. The
distribution of percentages reflects the focus on these three communicative purposes in
writing instruction at the elementary and secondary levels, as well as the writing
expectations in postsecondary settings.

ASSESSING STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS

The NAEP Writing Assessment is designed to measure the writing skills and academic
achievement of students at grades 4, 8, and 12, so tasks on the NAEP Writing Assessment
will be as fully and clearly explained as possible in order to be accessible to all students.
Further, students with disabilities and English language learners are included in the
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assessment sample. The 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will be administered to English
language learners and students with disabilities who, based on inclusion criteria specified
by NAEP, are capable of participating.

Some students may need accommaodations to be able to participate in the NAEP Writing
Assessment. NAEP attempts to provide accommodations to students that match the
accommodations these students are allowed in school (for example, a student would be
offered the same accommodations as directed by the student’s Individualized Education
Program), as long as those accommaodations do not alter the construct being measured on
the assessment. Appropriate accommodations will be available for computer-based
delivery of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment.

EVALUATION OF RESPONSES FOR THE 2011 NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT

WHICH FEATURES OF WRITING WILL BE EVALUATED

Three broad features of writing will be evaluated in students’ responses:

e Development of Ideas
e Organization of Ideas
e Language Facility and Conventions

These broad features are consistent with state learning standards and reflect what most
states evaluate in their direct writing assessments at grades 4, 8, and 12. They are also
consistent with expectations for postsecondary preparedness.

Exhibit 1.3 presents these three broad domains and the important features within each
domain that will be used to determine the level of achievement in students’ writing. The
effectiveness of these features will be evaluated in relation to the purpose and audience
specified in the writing task.
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Exhibit 1.3. Criteria for Evaluating Responses

Development of ideas is effective in relation to the writer’s purpose and audience.

o Depth and complexity
e  Approaches to thinking and writing
o Details and examples

Organization is logical in relation to the writer’s purpose and audience.

e Text structure
e Coherence
e Focus

Language facility and conventions support clarity of expression and the effectiveness of
the writing in relation to the writer’s purpose and audience.

Sentence structure and sentence variety

Word choice

Voice and tone

Grammar, usage, and mechanics (capitalization, punctuation, and spelling)

How RESPONSES WILL BE EVALUATED

The evaluation of responses will be based on the criteria listed in the three broad domains
above. The recommended tool for evaluation is a holistic scoring rubric, which is
designed to guide scorers’ evaluation of the response as a whole using the criteria
specified for the assessment. Individual elements or parts of the response will not be
scored separately. Scoring rubrics will provide guidelines for determining the overall
performance of a response on a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 being low and 6 being high.
Trained readers will decide on a single score (one number on the scale of 1 to 6) based on
a judgment about the relative strengths and weaknesses of the response in relation to
specified criteria.

Appendix C includes preliminary holistic scoring rubrics for each of the three
communicative purposes to be assessed.

REPORTING RESULTS OF THE 2011 NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT

NAEP provides an ongoing representative sample survey of student achievement by
administering assessments at regular intervals to students at grades 4, 8, and 12. In
addition to reporting overall results at the national level, NAEP reports results at the state
and jurisdiction levels, as well for large urban school districts participating in the NAEP
Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA). NAEP also reports on the performance of
various student subgroups at the national, state, and urban district levels.

The 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will begin a new trend line for writing, which
should continue for at least 10 years. The results of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment
will offer new opportunities to examine students’ ability to write effectively in relation to
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the purpose and audience for the writing and to understand the role and impact of
computers on writing production.

NAEP REPORTS

The primary means for public release of NAEP results is a printed summary report
known as The Nation’s Report Card. This report is accompanied by a dedicated website:
http://nationsreportcard.gov. The printed report and website will provide detailed
information on the results of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment and the students who
participated. Results will be reported for specific groups of students and for states and
large urban districts that participate in the NAEP assessment. NAEP results are reported
for demographic subgroups, including females and males, students from various
racial/ethnic backgrounds, and students who took the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment
with and without accommodations. Individual student performance on NAEP
assessments is not reported.

The information available from the results of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will
provide important new data during the tenure of the framework. Because the assessment
measures student writing achievement within a specific context that is limited by time
and resources, there are limitations to the data reported and to uses of those data. NAEP
reports do not evaluate results or provide conclusive statements about the level of writing
achievement among K-12 students, nor is the assessment designed to drive curriculum or
writing instruction.

REPORTING SCALE SCORES AND PERCENTILES

NAEP writing results are reported in two ways: as scale scores and as percentages of
students attaining each of the achievement levels. Scale scores, which are derived from
student responses to assessment items, summarize the overall level of performance attained
by a group of students. Scale scores are presented as average scale scores and as scale
scores at selected percentiles. Achievement levels provide further information about
student achievement by indicating the degree to which student performance meets the
standards set for what students should know and be able to do.

ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS AND CUT SCORES

NAEP achievement levels are the primary means of reporting NAEP results to the
general public and policymakers. Achievement Level Descriptions represent an informed
judgment of “how good is good enough” in the various subjects assessed. NAEP
achievement levels define in general terms what students at grades 4, 8, and 12 should
know and be able to do at the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced levels. Cut scores
represent the minimum score required for performance at each NAEP achievement level
and are usually reported along with the percentage of students who scored at or above the
specified level. Sample student responses provide illustrations of student skills within
each level of achievement.
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Exhibit 1.4 displays the Governing Board’s generic policy definitions for Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced achievement that pertain to all NAEP subjects and grades.

Exhibit 1.4. Generic Achievement Level Policy Definitions for NAEP
Achievement
Level

Advanced This level signifies superior performance.
This level represents solid academic performance for each grade assessed.
Students reaching this level have demonstrated competency over challenging
Proficient subject matter, including subject-matter knowledge, application of such
knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriate to the
subject matter.
This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that
are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.

Definition

Basic

The full text of preliminary Achievement Level Descriptions for the 2011 NAEP Writing
Framework is located in appendix D.

BACKGROUND VARIABLES

Students participating in the NAEP Writing Assessment respond to questionnaires designed
to gather information on variables important to understanding writing achievement
nationwide. Teachers and school administrators also complete questionnaires to gather data
relevant to student achievement. This information is used as part of the summative report
on writing achievement.

Questionnaires for students on the NAEP assessments will contain questions about
demographics, learning habits or attitudes, and reactions to the NAEP Writing Assessment
itself. Teachers and school administrators will be asked questions on these topics as well as
others related to instructional practices, professional development, and teacher
qualifications. Background questionnaires may also contain subject-specific questions that
elicit more information from students and school personnel about different elements of the
content areas. For the purposes of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment, the questionnaires
will reflect two primary interests: computer use (particularly with regard to writing with
computers) and the number and kinds of opportunities students have to write. The 2011
NAEP Writing Framework includes some highlights of these recommendations in chapter
five.

Recommendations for background variables for the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment are
presented in Writing Background Variables Recommendations.

NEw COMPONENT OF NAEP REPORTING: PROFILE OF STUDENT WRITING

Framework developers recognize that more information about the meaning of the data
gathered from the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment will be useful to K-12 schooling and in
various postsecondary settings. The 2011 NAEP Writing Framework therefore
recommends that a national sample of student responses at grades 4, 8, and 12 be selected
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and examined to obtain more in-depth information on key features of student performance
in writing. By selecting a nationally representative sample, the results of the analyses can
be generalized to the whole population, supporting external validity of the conclusions.
Four studies may be included in the Profile.

e Analysis of Development of Ideas: The decisions students make when developing
ideas—particularly those that relate to the communicative purposes assessed; the
rhetorical flexibility offered in the tasks; and the criteria used to evaluate the
development of ideas—will be analyzed.

e Analysis of Organization of Ideas: Students’ methods of organization, the
structures of their texts, and their use of forms in relation to communicative
purposes will be analyzed.

e Analysis of Language Facility: Collection of data on students’ language use and
stylistic choices, common errors in the use of conventions, and students’ level of
language complexity (e.g., word choice, sentence length) will be analyzed in
relation to student performance data and background variable information.

e Exploratory Analysis: Data produced by these three studies will be analyzed in
relation to performance and in relation to information collected on the background
variables. These analyses will address what patterns, if any, exist between
observations of various dimensions of writing and the quality of the responses.

The results of this investigation should be reported for writing done within the context of

an on-demand writing assessment and at the national level only. The Profile will provide
the public, policymakers, and educators with important new trend data beginning in 2011.

NAEP WRITING SPECIAL STUDY

The transition to a computer-based delivery by 2019 for grade 4 will require further study
before such a recommendation can be implemented. A special study will be needed prior to
2019 to investigate changes in computer instruction at the fourth grade, on fourth graders’
keyboarding proficiency, and on the extent to which fourth graders are accustomed to
composing using word processing software.

Appendix E includes further discussion about the design of the special study.

COMPARISON OF THE 1998 AND THE 2011 NAEP WRITING FRAMEWORKS

The 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework replaces the framework developed for
the 1998, 2002, and 2007 NAEP Writing Assessments. The 2011 NAEP Writing
Framework honors many aspects of the previous framework but also introduces important
changes that will lead to better measurement of student writing and more precise reporting
of assessment results.
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The chart on the following pages highlights key differences between the 1998—2007 and
2011 NAEP Writing Frameworks.

Exhibit 1.5. Comparison of 1998—2007 and 2011 NAEP Writing Frameworks

1998—2007 Writing Framework

2011 Writing Framework

Explanation for Change

Content of NAEP Writing Assessment

The 1998-2007 NAEP Writing
Assessments measured three
modes:

e Persuasive mode:
0  Writing to convince
o0  Writing to construct an
argument
0  Writing to refute a position
¢ Informative mode:
o  Description
o0  Explanation
0  Analysis
¢ Narrative mode:
o  First-person and third-
person fictional stories,
personal essays

2011 NAEP Writing Assessment
measures three communicative
purposes:

e To Persuade, in order to
change the reader’s point
of view or affect the
reader’s action

e To Explain, in order to
expand the reader’s
understanding

e To Convey Experience,
real or imagined, in order
to communicate individual
and imagined experience
to others

Purposes for writing are
emphasized as a way of:

Recognizing that most
writing is influenced in
significant ways by
interaction between writer,
purpose, audience, and
topic.

Focusing the writer's
attention on the goal of the
writing task and the needs
of the audience.

To Convey Experience is a
broader representation of
the kinds of writing students
will be asked to do. In the
2011 Framework,
“narrative” is viewed as an
approach, not a purpose,
and is a strategy also used
in explanatory and
persuasive writing.

On the 1998-2007 NAEP Writing
Assessments, some writing tasks
required students to write for a
particular audience (e.g., a peer,
school principal, or committee). For
other writing tasks, an audience was
not specified.

In 2011, a specific audience will be
stated or clearly implied in all
writing tasks at grades 4, 8, and 12.

The specification of
audience on all prompts
and at all grades will
encourage students to
make decisions about how
to develop and organize
ideas ( “approaches to
thinking and writing”) and
how to craft language that
meets the needs of the
specified audience.

Design of NAEP Writing Assessment

Percentage of Writing Tasks for
Each Writing Mode:

Percentage of Writing Tasks for
Each Writing Purpose:

Grade |Grade [Grade Grade |Grade |Grade
4 8 12 4 8 12
Persuasive 25% | 33% | 40% ITo Persuade | 30% | 35% | 40%
Informative 35% | 33% | 35% [To Explain 35% | 35% | 40%
: ITo Convey
0, 0, 0,
Narrative 40% | 33% | 25% Experience 35% | 30% | 20%

An increase in the
percentage of tasks for the
persuasive purpose at
grade 4 reflects emerging
pedagogical practices in
elementary schools and
complements expectations
for postsecondary
preparedness at grades 8
and 12. The distribution
also reflects a progression
of emphasis on writing to
explain and to persuade,
though many students in all
three grades will also write
to convey experience, real
or imagined.
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Exhibit 1.5 (continued). Comparison of 1998—2007 and 2011 NAEP Writing

Frameworks

1998—2007 Writing Framework

2011 Writing Framework

Explanation for Change

Design of NAEP Writing Assessment

Paper and pencil assessment for
grades 4, 8, and 12.

Recommendation to provide
computer-based assessment at
grade 4 by 2019.

Computer-based assessment for
grades 8 and 12.

As eighth and twelfth
graders have become
accustomed to composing,
revising, and editing on
computers, a computer-
based assessment will
offer students an
environment for writing that
more accurately reflects
how students compose.
Students will also have the
option of using commonly
available editing,
formatting, and text
analysis tools to compose
their response.

A 2011 computer-based
assessment at grades 8
and 12 offers students the
opportunity to compose in
an environment that is
similar to that of many
writing situations in
postsecondary education
and training.

Evaluating Responses on the NAEP Writing

Assessment

On the 1998-2007 assessment,
evaluation criteria are defined as
“general characteristics of writing
by mode”; some characteristics
(e.g., “organization” and
“mechanics”) apply to all three
modes, whereas others are mode-
specific (e.g., “develops character”
for the narrative mode).

The 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment will evaluate three
broad domains of writing in all
students’ responses:

o Development of Ideas

e Organization of Ideas

e Language Facility and Use of
Conventions

The 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment clearly and
consistently defines criteria
for the evaluation of
effective writing across
grades.

Features of writing will be
evaluated in relation to the
purpose and audience
specified in the writing
task.

Development and
organization of ideas will
be evaluated for writers’
use of relevant and
effective approaches to
thinking and writing (e.g.,
analyzing, evaluating,
narrating, etc.).
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Exhibit 1.5 (continued). Comparison of 1998—2007 and 2011 NAEP Writing

Frameworks

1998—2007 Writing Framework

2011 Writing Framework

Explanation for Change

Reporting NAEP Writing Assessment Results

On the 1998-2007 assessments,
student performance was reported
in two ways:

e Scale scores
e Achievement Level
Descriptions

Average scale scores are derived
from the overall level of
performance of groups of students
on NAEP assessment items. For
Writing, average scale scores
have been expressed on a 0-300
scale.

Achievement levels are
performance standards set by
NAEP that provide a context for
interpreting student performance.
These performance standards are
used to report what students
should know and be able to do at
the Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced levels of performance
in each subject area and at each
grade assessed.

For the 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment, reports on student
performance may include a new
component. Assessment results will
be reported in three ways:

e Scale scores

e Achievement levels

o Profile of Student Writing: A
nationally representative sample
of student responses at each
grade will be closely analyzed in
relation to the evaluative criteria
used to score student writing.
Utilizing both qualitative and
quantitative methods, data will
be analyzed in order to detect
patterns between attributes of
the responses and performance
at the Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced levels of achievement.

The Profile of Student
Writing enhances the
traditional NAEP reporting
methods—scale scores
and achievement levels—
by providing information
about various dimensions
of writing and about the
relationship between those
attributes and
achievement.
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CHAPTER TWO

CONTENT OF THE 2011 NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the content of the 2011 NAEP Writing
Assessment.

INTRODUCTION

The focus of the 2011 NAEP Writing Assessment is to assess “effective communication,”
the ability to achieve the intended aims of composing and to address the needs of an
audience (Britton, et al., 1975). Therefore, the writing tasks on the assessment will clearly
identify the purpose for writing and will state or clearly imply the audience on the written
task. This approach reflects writing research on the need to develop writing tasks that
offer students genuine opportunities to communicate (Graves, 1999; National Writing
Project and Nagin, 2003). Moreover, the principles underlying the new writing
framework are in accordance with the learning standards of most states (ACT Research
Brief, 2006), which specify that effective written communication involves adjusting
written language for specific audiences and purpos